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Second language (L2) learning has begun recognizing that intelligibility,
comprehensibility, and accentedness influence how nonnative speakers of English are perceived
by others. As such, pronunciation instruction is becoming more common in L2 curriculum
around the world. Corrective Feedback (CF) is commonly given in the pronunciation classroom
to draw attention to and correct learners’ errors. Research has tried to understand what forms of
CF are most effective for language learning, how CF affects pronunciation, and what learners
believe about CF. What is lesser known is if the frequency or rate of CF affects learner’s uptake
and pronunciation error repair.
Participants in this study were nonnative English speakers who were placed in the high
frequency feedback group (HFFG) or the low frequency feedback group (LFFG). After an initial
demographic and language beliefs survey, participants experienced a one-on-one pronunciation
session with a pronunciation researcher. In the pronunciation session, participants received either
high frequency feedback (100% of errors corrected) or low frequency feedback (50% of errors
corrected defined as every other error corrected). An immediate follow up survey asked learners
about their frequency preference for feedback and their emotional reactions to the feedback.
After a nonparametric statistical analysis, results indicated that there were no statistically
significant differences between the uptake rates of the HFFG and LFFG. Marginal significance
was found in the repair rates between the HFFG and LFFG with the LFFG performing
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marginally better, but not to a statistically significant level. Still, the marginal significance
indicated that a low frequency of CF may positively affect learners’ error repair. The immediate
follow up survey indicated that most participants were inaccurate in their perception of the
frequency of CF they received during the lesson. Only two participants changed their preference
for frequency of CF after the lesson and reported wanting more feedback. No learner wanted less
feedback. Finally, the same survey indicated that learners felt mostly positive emotions when
receiving feedback, while only two experienced nervousness/anxiousness. Conclusions are that
feedback frequency does not seem to affect learner uptake, but that frequency may affect
pronunciation error repair.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Pronunciation in second language (L2) learning is a blossoming field of interest (Levis &
Wu, 2018), as is the study of corrective feedback (CF), or error correction (EC), and the role it
plays in L2 language development (Saito, 2019; Saito & Lyster, 2012a). Pronunciation
instruction has become an important part of many L2 classrooms, and because teacher CF is a
routine part of the language classroom, research is needed to uncover if the frequency of CF
affects learner’s pronunciation.
Pronunciation research has studied learners’ beliefs and perspectives about CF, and the
frequency with which language instructors provide different forms of CF to learners. There
remains a gap in current pronunciation research as to whether the frequency of feedback (a high
frequency rate versus a low one) affects learners’ pronunciation uptake or error repair, or if
learners hold a preference for how much pronunciation CF they are given in the classroom. The
present study investigates how the frequency of CF given from a teacher to a L2 learner, affects
the learner’s uptake and pronunciation error repair as well as preference for a certain frequency
of CF and emotional reactions to the CF.
This study is useful because it adds to the growing body research on pronunciation and
CF. This research also has direct implications for L2 teachers and discusses how the frequency of
feedback may affect L2 learners’ pronunciation. In the following sections, literature on L2
learning, pronunciation, and CF is reviewed. After, methodology, analysis, results, discussion,
and a conclusion are presented.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Pronunciation in Second Language Learning
Research has shown that pronunciation is directly related to intelligibility and impacts
successful communication (Levis, 2018). Intelligibility is the degree to which speech is
understood, that is, the intended meaning is conveyed (Derwing & Munro, 1995). The term
comprehensibility is, at times, used interchangeably with intelligibility in the literature, but here
comprehensibility is defined as the degree of ease with which a listener can understand a
particular utterance (Derwing & Munro, 1995). The third key piece to pronunciation is accent,
defined as nonnative patterns of pronunciation (Derwing & Munro, 2005). Accents are
considered a normal part of L2 learning (Derwing & Munro, 2005). The overwhelming majority
of L2 learners have and retain a nonnative accent, especially those who acquire their L2 after
early childhood (Levis, 2018). Many L2 learners will never achieve a native accent, although in
rare, occasional circumstances, it is possible (Derwing & Munro, 2005).
The interplay between intelligibility, comprehensibility, and accent is both intricate and
complex, but these relationships have direct consequences for L2 learners. Because intelligibility
refers to the effective communication of the meaning of speech, low intelligibility in nonnative
speech can impede successful communication. In fact, Levis (2018) reports that pronunciation is
one of the most dominant factors as to why nonnative speech is unintelligible. Even with lexical
or grammatical errors present in nonnative speech, pronunciation remains the most influential
factor for low intelligibility (Levis, 2018). Pronunciation also can impede comprehensibility.
Munro and Derwing (1995) found that although listeners may perceive nonnative pronunciation
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as perfectly intelligible, the listeners may rate the same speech samples as incomprehensible or
difficult to understand.
To summarize, intelligibility, comprehensibility, and accent all play a role in how well
listeners are able to comprehend the meaning of an utterance as well as the ease with which this
occurs. They are different measures, yet they all influence how listeners perceive nonnative
speakers (Munro & Derwing, 1999). Native listeners are adept at identifying nonnative accents;
even phonetically untrained listeners can identify nonnative speech (Derwing & Munro, 2005),
and although nonnative pronunciation and accents are a norm among the L2 learners of the
world, some listeners hold negative attitudes towards nonnative pronunciation (Gilakjani, 2016;
Lindemann, 2005) or perceive nonnative pronunciation as unintelligent (Yager, 1992). Listeners
may rate speech as intelligible and comprehensible, but also make or hold assumptions, biases,
or prejudice towards accented speech (Gilakjani, 2016; Lindemann, 2005; Yager, 1992). Thus,
pronunciation has direct ramifications for how L2 learners are perceived and is considered a high
stakes area of language development.
Corrective Feedback
Because pronunciation plays such a pivotal role in L2 intelligibility and
comprehensibility, many L2 learning programs now incorporate pronunciation instruction into
curriculum. Typically, classroom instruction of all forms includes correction of errors, and
pronunciation instruction is no different. Research has provided several definitions of what CF
is. For example, Nassaji and Kartchava (2017) said CF refers to an utterance indicating that
something in a learner’s output is erroneous. Chaudron (1988) defined CF in the L2 classroom as
a teacher behavior (utterance, gesture, etc.) which follows a learner error and attempts to inform
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the learner that an error has been made. This study employs Nassaji and Kartchava’s (2017)
definition of CF and looks only at spoken CF.
CF has direct ties to Schmidt’s 1990 Noticing Hypothesis that states that only forms that
learners notice and are consciously aware of are accessible for true learning. CF draws a
learner’s attention to a gap or an error in their output (Nassaji & Kartchava, 2017). After
receiving CF that draws attention to an error, students may try to fix the error receiving the
correction. This is uptake. Uptake is a learner’s direct attempt at repair following CF (Bao et al.,
2011). In essence CF brings learner’s attention to a gap in their knowledge, and uptake is a
measure of their noticing and attempt to repair the error. CF is an important part of developing
learners’ pronunciation as well as other linguistic features like uptake.
The Effects of CF on Different Areas of L2 Development
Instructors provide CF for numerous aspects of language learning, so researchers have
been interested in how the CF affects specific areas of L2 learners’ development. Because
grammar instruction and pronunciation instruction place similar emphasis on focus on forms (a
grammatical target structure) and accuracy (how successfully the structure is created and used),
the findings about the effects of CF on grammar often parallel the findings about the effects of
CF on pronunciation. In fact, much of the research on the effects of CF centers on grammar
errors. For example, written CF aimed at erroneous grammatical features in L2 writing helps
learners improve their grammatical accuracy (Sarvestani & Pishkar, 2015).
Much like written CF on grammatical features can help improve learners’ grammatical
accuracy, CF in pronunciation has been shown to improve comprehensibility. When comparing
comprehensibility improvement of learners performing a listening activity with and without
individualized CF, those receiving CF significantly improved their short-term comprehensibility
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more so than the listening only group (Dlaska & Krekeler, 2013). In Darabad’s 2014 study that
investigated the effects of CF on EFL learners’ pronunciation accuracy, learners were split into
three groups. The first group received no CF and served as the control while the other two groups
received CF on their pronunciation of -s or -es endings (Darabad, 2014). Both CF groups
increased in pronunciation accuracy, and the control group did not (Darabad, 2014). Saito and
Lyster (2012a) corroborated these pronunciation findings. Their three groups underwent a
“meaning-oriented lesson”. One group was given no support (control), one was given form
focused instruction (FFI), and the last was given CF in addition to FFI (Saito & Lyster, 2012a).
Only the group receiving FFI and CF improved their pronunciation of the phoneme /ɹ/, and they
did so during controlled classroom activities and spontaneous speech in the classroom (Saito &
Lyster, 2012a). Neither the control nor the FFI group showed significant improvement in their
pronunciation. This demonstrates that FFI alone does not contribute to a learners’ pronunciation
development, but that CF in addition to FFI allows learners to improve their segmental
pronunciation, likely because the CF helps draw learners’ attention to their incorrect
pronunciation (Saito & Lyster, 2012a).
Overall, research surrounding the effects of CF on language learning generally conclude
that CF plays a pivotal role in allowing learners to improve features of their language and that
providing CF is more effective and beneficial to learners than providing no CF (Russell & Spada,
2006). With a consensus on the benefits of CF, researchers turned their attention to the question
of how to best understand all the categorizations and forms of CF and how these affect learners.
Negative vs. Positive Evidence
CF has been categorized in terms of the type of evidence it provides to learners: negative
or positive. Negative evidence directs learners’ attention to what is not grammatical or
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acceptable in a language, often by comparing the ungrammatical utterance to a grammatically
acceptable one (Nassaji & Kartchava, 2017; Marcus, 1993). In contrast, positive evidence is the
absence of correction or grammatical comparison in language learning (Finley, 2012). Positive
evidence is typically examined in the context of second language acquisition where learners
understand what is not acceptable through a naturalistic context such as discourse (Chaudron,
1988).
Negative evidence offers learners the benefits of an accurate performance and longer
lasting improvements from the CF (Strapp et al., 2011), while allowing language instructors to
identify where learners are facing obstacles and difficulties in their L2 (Abolhasanpour &
Jabbari, 2014). In a study that investigated the effects of negative and positive evidence on
learners’ grammar, Strapp et al. (2011) tested native English speakers on their ability to learn and
produce nonsense nouns and nonsense irregular verbs after undergoing negative or positive
evidence. Participants receiving negative evidence outperformed those receiving positive
evidence and were more apt to correctly produce the nonsense irregular verbs (Strapp et al.,
2011). Another study showed that both negative and positive evidence help L2 learners improve
the use of grammatical features, however, L2 learners receiving negative evidence performed
better in the short-term (immediately after a negative evidence lesson) and long-term (two weeks
posttest after the negative evidence lesson), therefore providing longer lasting results
(Abolhasanpour & Jabbari, 2014).
Although there are reported benefits to using negative evidence CF, several studied have
shown that positive evidence may be equally as beneficial to learners, further complicating the
debate of whether negative or positive evidence if better for language learning. Data suggests an
advantage to using positive evidence, especially for learning grammatical features (Finley,
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2012). When testing two groups (one receiving positive evidence treatment, one receiving
negative evidence treatment), speakers from the positive evidence group were more successful in
producing a vowel harmony pattern and applying the pattern to new, unfamiliar test items,
although the negative evidence group showed the same abilities, but to a lesser degree (Finley,
2012). These results demonstrate that both negative and positive evidence seem to help learners
learn a new language feature and that positive evidence treatment can be just as effective, if not
more effective than negative evidence in promoting grammatical learning (Finley, 2012).
Regardless of improvement or learning success, some caution against the sole use of
negative or positive evidence. One of these alone may not be appropriate in providing learners all
the feedback they need to improve their language (Trahey, 1996). For example, positive evidence
alone does not guarantee correct usage of a grammatical feature. Trahey (1996) tested L2
learners immediately after receiving positive evidence on the correct placement of English
adverbs, and L2 learners still used both correct and incorrect placements of the adverbs. In a
follow up posttest one year later, the same results were repeated (Trahey, 1996). Perhaps the
question is not to debate which is better, negative or positive evidence, but how L2 instructors
can best employ a combination of both categories of feedback to create a focus on form that most
benefits L2 learning (Trahey, 1996).
Implicit vs. Explicit CF
Research has demonstrated that CF can aid students in improving their L2 pronunciation
(Darabad, 2014; Dlaska & Krekeler, 2013; Saito & Lyster, 2012a). Another common
categorization of CF is the degree of directness of the indication that an error has been made.
Ellis et al. (2006) defined implicit feedback as feedback where there is no specific, overt
indicator that an error has been committed, whereas explicit feedback indicates very clearly that
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there has been an error. Implicit feedback usually consists of recasts whereas explicit feedback
consists of metalinguistic feedback (Ellis et al., 2006). CF strategies can be defined by their
relationship to implicit or explicit learning. Recasts, for example, cater to implicit acquisition by
connecting form to meaning during discourse and promoting noticing and rehearsal (Long,
1996). Explicit feedback caters to explicit learning in which communication is paused to
consciously form a target structure and test its accuracy (Ellis et al., 2006).
Implicit and explicit CF have been researched in terms of their efficacy on linguistic
development and improvement. To investigate the effects of CF on the acquisition of implicit
and explicit knowledge of the morphological past tense ending -ed, Ellis et al. (2006) created
three groups of L2 English speakers: one receiving implicit CF, one receiving explicit CF, and a
control group receiving no CF. A one-day posttest and a two-week posttest showed a clear
advantage for those receiving explicit feedback (Ellis et al., 2006), a result replicated by
Sepasdar and Kafipour (2019) who studied L2 learners’ pronunciation errors. Sepasdar and
Kafipour’s (2019) results showed that explicit CF led to greater pronunciation improvement on
an immediate posttest and a four-week delayed posttest, more so than those receiving implicit
CF. These results may be explained by explicit CF’s inherent qualities. Explicit CF can seem
more overtly corrective to learners and instructors, and although both implicit and explicit CF
can lead to error repair, researchers point out that explicit CF leads to a greater awareness that
repair is needed (Ellis et al., 2006; Sepasdar & Kafipour, 2019).
Despite these findings on the efficacy of explicit CF, not all studies have found such
positive results for explicit CF. Zohrabi and Behboudnia’s (2017) results contradict these claims.
After receiving implicit CF, explicit CF, or no CF treatment for pronunciation errors, there was
very little difference between the efficacy of implicit and explicit CF in reducing pronunciation
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errors (Zohrabi & Behboudnia, 2017). Both CF methods were effective in reducing
pronunciation errors (Zohrabi & Behboudnia, 2017). The pronunciation error reduction did not
differ in the short or long term, although both groups had slightly more errors during the delayed
post-test than they did for the immediate posttest (a common phenomenon noted as attrition of
skill after time has passed) (Zohrabi & Behboudnia, 2017). With such contrasting findings,
instructors should be aware of the benefits and weaknesses of using explicit and implicit CF in
the classroom. Both are valid forms of CF that may be used to improve grammar and
pronunciation.
Timing of CF
The timing of CF also affects learners’ uptake and ability to repair errors. Immediate
feedback requires a prompt correction provided immediately once an error is made, often
interrupting the learner’s utterance (Farahani & Salajegheh, 2015). Delayed feedback delays
correction at least until after a learner finishes an utterance (Farahani & Salajegheh, 2015).
Delayed feedback can be provided seconds, hours, or days after an error was made (Farahani &
Salajegheh, 2015).
There is a plethora of studies that have investigated the efficacy of immediate and
delayed CF on language learners’ grammar. It is true that when comparing the efficacy of
immediate and delayed CF, both treatments generally allow learners to improve grammatical
accuracy over those receiving no CF at all (Fu & Li, 2020; Shabani & Safarshi, 2016). These
results concur with Russell and Spada’s (2006) study in which the researchers concluded that
groups receiving any form of CF outperform those receiving no form of CF. Furthermore,
several studies have reported that learners receiving immediate CF perform significantly better
than those receiving delayed CF or no CF (Fu & Li, 2020; Li et al., 2016; Shabani & Safarshi,
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2016). Immediate CF is reported to be more effective for allowing learners to improve a
linguistic feature in comparison to delayed CF. When receiving delayed feedback, learners’
improvement is not always sustained and may be shallower over time (Li et al., 2016). Opitz et
al. (2011) concluded that delayed feedback can lead to a reduction in successful learning and
poorer performance on grammatical accuracy.
Immediate CF may be more effective for L2 development because of its immediacy.
Immediate CF makes CF more useful because the correction is more easily connected to the
error (Fu & Li, 2020; Li et al., 2016). Immediate CF allows learners to receive feedback before
their errors are “proceduralized”, that is the learner accepts the error as the correct target form
(Fu & Li, 2020). When learners receive immediate CF, the error is corrected, the learner adjusts
their language, and the rectified system is reinforced in practice activities (Fu & Li, 2020). In
direct contrast, delayed CF leaves an unspecified amount of time between learner errors and CF.
This allows the incorrect knowledge of the target language to proceduralize and be reinforced
through repeated use of the wrong forms in future activities (Fu & Li, 2020). With delayed
feedback, the correction carries less information in relationship to the correct utterance or rule
because of the distance of the CF from the time when the error was made (Opitz et al., 2011).
Forms of CF
A third way to categorize CF is in terms of the actual form of the feedback. The most
common forms of CF in the L2 classroom include explicit corrections, elicitations, clarification
requests, paralinguistic signals, repetitions, recasts, and prompts (Ellis, 2009; Lyster & Saito,
2010). Explicit and implicit, as aforementioned can be umbrella categorizations of CF
themselves, but here explicit correction is a specific form of CF that entails the corrector directly
indicating that an error has been made, identifying the error, and providing the learner with the
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correction (Ellis, 2009). With elicitation the instructor repeats part of the learner’s utterance,
leaves out the error, and uses rising intonation to signal that the learner should try to produce the
utterance again (Ellis, 2009). Three other CF strategies include repetition, clarification requests,
and paralinguistic signaling. Repetition is a strategy in which the corrector repeats an incorrect
utterance and places emphatic stress on the error (Ellis, 2009). In a clarification request the
corrector indicates to the learner that they do not understand the meaning of the learner utterance
(Ellis, 2009). Paralinguistic signaling requires the corrector to employ a facial expression,
gesture, or other physical indication that there is an error (Ellis, 2009).
Furthermore, the two most studied forms of CF in the L2 classroom are recasts and
prompts. A recast entails the corrector reformulating the incorrect utterance into a correct one
and restating it to the learner with no error (Ellis, 2009; Lyster & Saito, 2010). Prompts are a less
explicit strategy, although still explicit because they indicate to the learner that an error has been
made, that do not provide learners with correct forms but rather provide clues so that they may
retrieve the correct forms themselves with existing knowledge (Lyster & Saito, 2010).
Efficacy of the Individual Forms of CF on Pronunciation. The two most studied
forms of CF on L2 learners’ pronunciation are recasts and prompts. There is information
available for the other individual forms of CF on aspects of language such as grammatical
accuracy, but recasts and prompts are focused on here.
Recasts. Recasts are a well-studied, effective method for targeting learner pronunciation.
Recasts draw learners’ attention to an incorrect pronunciation of a sound and improve
pronunciation accuracy (Saito & Lyster, 2012b). For example, Gooch et al. (2017) studied the
effects of recasts and prompts on the pronunciation of /ɹ/ in Korean adult EFL learners. Among
their three groups (FFI, FFI+recasts, and FFI+prompts) the recast group significantly improved
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their pronunciation of /ɹ/ at a controlled level (Gooch et al., 2017). Recasts are also effective at
improving learners’ vowel accuracy (Saito & Lyster, 2012b). They are also an effective
treatment for teaching L2 learners’ the pronunciation of a phoneme (Karami & Darani, 2017). In
a face-off between direct feedback and recasts, recasts were more effective at improving English
pronunciation (Abedi et al., 2015). Recasts aid learners in resolving knowledge gaps by
providing negative evidence in the form of error signaling and positive evidence in the form of
modeling the correct answer (Lyster & Saito, 2010). Together, these enable learners to improve
their pronunciation accuracy (Gooch et al., 2017). Recasts also mildly attract learners' attention
toward learning which stimulates curiosity (Abedi et al., 2015; Karami & Darani, 2017). Recasts
have the benefit of facilitating learning for students receiving input that is above their level of
ability or proficiency by providing scaffolding (Karami & Darani, 2017).
Prompts. Prompts are also a viable and well researched method for improving
pronunciation. In the same study where Gooch et al. (2017) noted that recasts are an effective
manner of CF for pronunciation, their data also showed that those receiving FFI+prompts
improved in both controlled and spontaneous production, whereas the FFI+recast group only
significantly improved in controlled production. Prompts force students to use their resources to
produce the targeted utterance, therefore modifying their output into an acceptable target form
(Gooch et al., 2017). Because prompts indicate an error, but do not give away the correct form,
students are encouraged and directed to correct their own error, which promotes learner
autonomy (Ammar & Spada, 2006).
Recasts and prompts appear to be advantageous for different reasons, so it may be most
prudent to provide English learners with a combination of both prompts and recasts to obtain the
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benefits of both forms of CF as well as achieving maximum L2 improvement (Gooch et al.,
2017). They are both valid forms of CF that can aid in learners’ language development.
Provider of CF
Who provides the CF in the L2 classroom also has a direct impact on learner’s
pronunciation, affect, and strategy use. The most common sources of CF are teacher correction,
self-correction, and peer correction. All three providers of CF are common in the L2 classroom,
and each of these providers offers learners’ different benefits and disadvantages. Teacher CF is
often quick and accurate, but students may experience heightened affect or anxiety when
receiving teacher CF (Ahangari, 2014). Learners are also able to utilize self-correction
(correcting one’s own errors) and self-assessment (analyzing one’s own performance based on
some criteria) to influence their L2 development. Self-assessment can enhance learner awareness
of errors, allows students to identify areas that need improvement, and foster a greater sense of
learner motivation (Buchanan, 2004; Dlaska & Krekeler, 2008). Self-correction offers many of
the same benefits; the negotiation of form and focus on form that self-correction requires forces
active engagement (Ahangari, 2014), greater investment in the learning process, and more
meaningful communication (Nikbakht, 2011; Sultana, 2009). Nevertheless, students may find it
difficult to assess their own pronunciation using self-assessment, and learners may need
instruction and training on how to self-assess their errors because they may not naturally
perceive phonemic variations in their speech (Dlaska & Krekeler, 2008).
In peer correction, learners are responsible for providing their classmates with correction,
and this allows learners to cooperate and interact with other students while exercising their
autonomy (Sultana, 2009). The process of providing correction to peers can also enhance the
corrector’s awareness of their own language use and errors (Sakinah, 2018). Another benefit of
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peer correction, commonly called peer review, is its ability to alleviate some of the teacher’s
burden of reviewing learner’s writing or performance (Ekşi, 2012). Still, a disadvantage to
implementing peer correction is that a peer providing correction to another peer may cause
embarrassment and self-esteem issues (Sultana, 2009). Because one student corrects another,
there may be a degree of comparison between students which may lead to feelings of inferiority,
especially for the student receiving corrections (Sultana, 2009). Moreover, the peer provider of
the CF may not always realize or recognize their peer’s errors and in turn, may not provide any
correction (Sakinah, 2018). Correctors may also be so meaning-focused that they do not attend to
their peers’ errors (Sakinah, 2018). Finally, learners may hold reservations or doubt the accuracy
of their peers’ feedback because the corrector is a language learner themselves (Miao et al.,
2006).
Efficacy Based on the Provider of CF. Data surrounding the efficacy of these different
CF sources mostly center on writing studies, and this highlights the need for more research on
how the provider of CF affects pronunciation. What data are available on how the provider of CF
affects language development is largely inconclusive. When examining error counts for
grammatical and lexical items in learner’s essays, those learners utilizing self-correction more
effectively reduced errors in their writing compared to groups that received teacher CF or peer
CF (Diab, 2016). In contrast, Ganji (2009) found peer-correction to be the most effective method
of CF on learners’ essay writing performance and attributed this finding to the engagement that
creating CF for classmates and receiving CF from classmates requires. Some studies find that
teacher CF is more effective at improving learners’ writing than peer or self-correction by
themselves (Chandler, 2003; Miao et al., 2006; Ruegg, 2014) while others conclude that teacher
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CF on writing is effective only when coupled with student revision tasks (Chandler, 2003; Li &
Lin, 2007).
Elaboration on the context of these studies provides a clearer picture on the efficacy of
CF based on the provider. Chandler (2003) tested the effects of CF on grammatical and lexical
errors in high- intermediate ESL college students’ writing. Students had to write 40 pages of
autobiographical text over the course of the semester, with this requirement broken down into
five homework assignments (Chandler, 2003). The teacher provided many forms of CF
(correction, underlining, underlining with description, description of type of error) on each
assignment. After the teacher gave CF on each assignment, the learners attempted to revise their
errors (Chandler, 2003). Students had fewest grammatical and lexical errors when the teacher
corrected the errors or underlined the errors and the students revised them showing that teacher
CF plays an integral part in error reduction in writing. In a study on college aged Chinese EFL
students’ writing, two groups underwent different CF treatments while writing the same essay
assignment. The first group received written and oral teacher CF and the second received peer
CF (Miao et al., 2006). Both groups had the chance to revise and edit their essay after receiving
the CF (Miao et al., 2006). Students receiving the teacher CF improved the overall quality of
their writing and successfully adopted more of the CF than the peer CF group (Miao et al., 2006).
Furthermore, Ruegg (2014) investigated the effects of teacher CF and peer CF on college
aged EFL students’ writing self-efficacy, their beliefs about their ability to accomplish a writing
task. Participants were students in their second year of the English program at a Japanese
University (Ruegg, 2014). The course required students to write three essays and one extended
research paper that was divided into five separate sections each treated as its own writing
assignment (Ruegg, 2014). There were two drafts and one final draft required for all essays and

15

sections of the research paper (Ruegg, 2014). The teacher CF group received CF from the
instructor on every draft and the final draft, and the peer CF group received and gave peer CF on
every draft, but the instructor gave CF on the final drafts (Ruegg, 2014). Results showed that the
teacher gave significantly more CF (two and a half times more) than the peers and gave less
praise than the peers (twenty-five times less) (Ruegg, 2014). The students in the teacher CF
group consistently and significantly increased their self-efficacy and confidence in their writing
abilities showing that teacher CF by itself can increase student’s writing efficacy more than peer
CF (Ruegg, 2014).
To test if the provider of CF specifically influences pronunciation, Ahangari (2014)
divided 45 female EFL students into a control group (teacher CF), a self-correction group, and a
peer correction group. After a pre-test, instruction, and a post-test, the self-correction group
scored the highest average on the pronunciation post-test showing that the self-correction group
had the best pronunciation out of the three groups (Ahangari, 2014). The peer correction
performed the next best, outperforming the control group (teacher CF) (Ahangari, 2014).
With no definite conclusion on who should provide the CF, and a lack of data on how the
provider of CF affects pronunciation specifically, the most important finding from previous
research is that each source of CF (self, peer, and teacher) affords learners unique and different
opportunities. In terms of quantity, teachers may provide more CF than peers, but peer feedback
with revisions may have a higher rate of successful feedback application (Miao et al., 2006).
Teacher and peer correction can also differently affect the degree to which learners employ selfcorrection. Those receiving teacher feedback employ self-correction less frequently than those
receiving peer feedback, perhaps because learners believe that the teacher CF caught all their
errors and there is no need for self-correction (Miao et al., 2006).
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Beliefs and Perspectives about CF for Pronunciation
Teachers’ Beliefs and Perspectives
Teachers generally agree on the importance of providing CF in the L2 classroom,
something that drives them to utilize teacher CF (Baker & Burri, 2016; Cooper, 2019; Huang &
Jia, 2016). Many feel divided in their beliefs about the efficacy of their CF. Some instructors
report feeling as if their CF goes unnoticed and unattended to by students, whereas others feel
that even when their students notice the CF and repair the error, the change is not sustained after
the CF (Cooper, 2019). There is some research on what methods of CF teachers prefer and which
ones they do not favor. Several studies demonstrate that instructors favor explicit correction and
prompts (Ha & Murray, 2020; Huang & Jia, 2016). Other instructors view recasts as a flawed
method of correction because learners do not attend to such fleeting CF (Baker & Burri, 2016;
Cooper, 2019). It is difficult to generalize a teacher preference for a certain type of CF or provide
a universal belief about types of CF because of differences in teachers’ locations, cultural norms,
sociocultural expectations, and individual differences in each study (Ha & Murray, 2020).
Instructors identify learners’ difficulty in perceiving sounds as a potential reason why CF,
such as recasts, are not always effective, so learners may need help with perceiving certain
phonemes (Cooper, 2019). Regardless of what type or form of CF instructors use, research has
corroborated Saito and Lyster’s (2012a) finding that CF is of great influence on learners’
pronunciation development, and as such, targeted pronunciation instruction is most effective
when coupled with an instructor who makes knowledgeable decisions on when and why to
provide CF (Baker & Burri, 2016). Although teachers are aware that the efficacy of CF can be
limited, many stand by the fact that it is an important part of learning that learners benefit from
(Huang & Jia, 2016).
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Learners’ Beliefs and Perspectives
The growing body of research on learner beliefs and perspectives of CF has delved into
learners’ preferences for certain types and forms of CF. It has been reported that learners
perceive recasts as ambiguous. When comparing preferences for repetition, explicit correction,
and elicitation, they prefer elicitation because it clearly calls for output (Ölmezer-öztürk &
Öztürk, 2016). In contrast, Huang and Jia (2016) reported that their learners preferred recasts
because this form of CF often does not require a response and therefore does not heighten learner
stress levels. In another study, students viewed recasts and prompts as completely ineffective
(Nguyen & Newton, 2019). Learners may not be as keen on receiving immediate CF or too-far
delayed CF, the former due to embarrassment and the latter due to the inability to remember the
error made (Ölmezer-öztürk & Öztürk, 2016). In contrast, Farahani and Salajegheh’s (2015) EFL
learners preferred delayed feedback. When presented with immediate feedback, and three
delayed feedback categories (after speaking, after activities, and end of class), the learners
preferred the delayed feedback that happened after activities (Farahani & Salajegheh, 2015). Few
students preferred CF to be held until the end of class (Farahani & Salajegheh, 2015). This adds
further support to Ölmezer-öztürk and Öztürk’s (2016) research which showed that students have
a limit to how far delayed the CF can be until it becomes unclear in memory.
Other research has investigated learner preference for the provider of CF. Results are
largely inconclusive. In a study of intermediate ESL students in secondary schools in Southern
Malaysia, Maarof, Yamat, and Li (2011) found that learners welcome teacher and peer feedback
to improve their writing. Yakışık’s (2021) study on high school age, Turkish EFL learners’
preferences for CF showed that learners preferred self-correction on their speaking errors.
Pishghadam et al. (2011) reported the same result. Iranian EFL learners from ages 15 to 45
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responded to questionnaires eliciting their perception and preference for different providers of
CF. The EFL learners preferred self-correction of their speaking mistakes, something that the
authors noted may be due to the growing prevalence of learner autonomy in the Iranian
curriculum (Pishghadam et al., 2011).
Because learners are not uniform across the world in all their desires, goals, and
motivations, it may be impractical and inappropriate to attempt to form generalizations for
learner beliefs, perspectives, and preferences for CF. It has been noted by innumerable studies,
however, that learners generally prefer receiving CF over not receiving CF for their errors
(Lyster et al., 2012; Russel & Spada, 2006; Zhang & Rahimi, 2014). Several studies report
learners requesting and wanting to receive the most CF possible (Huang & Jia, 2016; Jean &
Simard, 2011).
Frequency of CF
The existence of CF can influence learners’ L2 development so greatly that it is necessary
to understand if the frequency of CF can also affect language development. If CF can affect a
learner’s pronunciation, it begs the question of whether providing learners with more frequent or
less frequent CF would alter the impact and effects of CF. There are few studies that report
findings on the frequency rate of all CF, but rather most studies show how frequently teacher’s
employ particular forms of CF such as recasts and prompts. These are often reported as counts or
percentages. For example, Lyster and Ranta (1997) reported that French immersion instructors
used six forms of CF and that 55% of the CF took the form of a recast. A more recent example is
Fu and Nassaji (2016) who went outside of the world of ESL and EFL and researched what
forms of CF Chinese Foreign Language instructors used and how frequently they used them.
Again, recasts were the most common teacher provided CF (56.7%), and the uptake (defined as
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the successful error correction immediately following teacher CF) rate of all the CF given to
students was reported at 59% (Fu & Nassaji 2016).
Related to the frequency of CF, a notable phenomenon is the difference in student and
teacher perception of the frequency of CF. Although Fu and Nassaji (2016) studied a Chinese as
a Foreign Language instructor who provided feedback at 2.5-minute intervals, a majority of the
students and the instructor perceived the frequency of the CF to be greater than what it actually
was. The instructor was more accurate in their perception (Fu & Nassaji 2016). Yakışık (2021)
also touched on learner preference for frequency of CF which differs from perception of
frequency. It was reported that 55% of their Turkish EFL participants preferred receiving CF for
all speaking errors rather than no CF at all (Yakışık, 2021). This was a dichotomous choice.
These studies provide information on how learners incorrectly perceive the frequency of CF and
want CF when faced with the choice between high CF and no CF. More studies are needed to
uncover the effects of the frequency or rate at which CF is provided to learners, and if that rate
has a direct effect on learners’ uptake or repair of L2 pronunciation.
The Present Study
The picture of what is known about CF on certain areas of L2 learners’ language
development such as grammar and writing skills is becoming clear. CF helps learners improve
their language abilities and is effective at reducing errors in these areas. Although there is a
smaller amount of research on how CF affects pronunciation, the same conclusion holds true: CF
on pronunciation can positively impact learners’ pronunciation accuracy. The details, for
example what forms of CF are used, who provides the CF, and what the learner believes about
CF, add another layer to what researchers know about CF, but these details are not yet well
understood. There remains a lack of evidence showing if and how the frequency of CF provided
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to learners affects their uptake, pronunciation accuracy, and pronunciation error repair. Research
has not answered the question of whether there exists a threshold for a certain frequency of CF
above which learners cease correction of their errors or show no improvement. To address this
gap, the present study examines whether the frequency of pronunciation corrective feedback
given from an instructor to a learner affects learners’ uptake of knowledge (noticing of the CF
with a followed attempt at repair). It also investigates if the frequency of CF affects learners’
repair of pronunciation errors. Specifically, the following research questions guided this study:
1. Does the frequency or rate at which CF is provided by an instructor affect learners’
pronunciation uptake and pronunciation error repair?
2. After experiencing a low or high frequency CF rate during a pronunciation tutoring
session, what are learners’ reactions to the CF received and preferences for the
frequency of feedback?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS
Data collection ran from October 2021 to January 2022. Data was collected through
surveys housed on SurveyMonkey and a required pronunciation lesson that took place on Zoom.
Participants
To participate in this study, learners had to be nonnative speakers of English (NNS), live
in Southern Illinois, and be 19 years of age per Southern Illinois University’s (SIU) Human
Subject’s Committee requirement. Learners also had to feel comfortable answering the surveys
in English and conducting the pronunciation lesson in English. Seven participants were gathered
via classroom introductions through the Writing Program, a program for NNSs of English to
learn writing skills housed under SIU’s School of Languages and Linguistics. After obtaining
permission from the Writing Program Director to contact the Writing Program instructors, faceto-face classroom introductions were held in several Writing Program courses. During these, the
researcher presented the study and asked interested learners to write their email on a sheet of
paper to be contacted. These learners were incentivized by classroom extra credit upon
completion of the study. The extra credit value was determined by the instructor delivering the
specific Writing Program course. Participants also were gathered through flyers distributed to
bulletin boards on SIU’s campus as well as throughout the Carbondale, Illinois community. Two
participants were gathered via the recruitment flyers.
Out of the 12 learners who took the first survey, only nine (n=9) successfully completed
all portions of the study. The majority of participants were female (n=7), and the average age
was 23.56 years with a standard deviation (SD) of 7.18. The age range ran from 42 to 19.
Participants represented a plethora of countries and did not share a majority. Nepal, Nigeria,

22

Mexico, South Korea, Egypt, Peru, and India were represented. Additional participant
demographics are found in Table 1 below.
Table 1
Participants’ Demographics
Demographic Item
Gender
Home Country

Highest Level of Education Completed

Participant Count (n)
Female= 7
Male= 2
Nepal= 2
Mexico= 2
Nigeria= 1
South Korea= 1
Egypt= 1
Peru= 1
India= 1
High school diploma or equivalent (e.g., GED)=
5
Bachelor’s degree= 3
Doctoral degree (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D.)= 1

Participants also reported language background information. Native languages included
Nepali, Yoruba, Spanish, Korean, Arabic, and Hindi. The average age that the learners reported
beginning to learn English was 5.78 years (SD of 2.78) and the average length of residence in the
United States was 11.29 months (SD of 13.39). Additional participant language background
information can be found in Table 2 below.
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Table 2
Participant’s Language Background Information
Demographic Item
Participant Count (n)
Native Language
Spanish= 3
Nepali= 2
Yoruba= 1
Korean= 1
Arabic= 1
Hindi= 1
Reported Overall IELTS Score
Score of 6.5= 2
Reported Overall TOEFL Score
Score of 77= 1
Score of 70= 1
Score of 102= 1
Context English is Used In
School or education= 9
Reading in English= 7
Watching English TV= 7
Listening to English radio/music= 6
Work or business= 5
Interacting with friends= 5
Interacting with family= 1
Finally, participants reported their language learning beliefs about their experience and
attitudes towards learning pronunciation and receiving pronunciation feedback. Seven
participants had never taken an English course on pronunciation whereas two had. The content of
the surveys is explained below.
Surveys
A total of four surveys were used in this research. All were produced and distributed via
SurveyMonkey. The first survey titled, “Pre-Lesson Survey” included a consent form and consent
acknowledgment question. This Pre-Lesson Survey consisted of three sections: participant
demographic, language background, and biographical data concerning their experiences and
attitudes toward English pronunciation and feedback. The participant demographic section
included four questions that either were multiple choice or fill-in-the-blank questions. The
language background portion consisted of seven questions including fill-in-the-blank, ranking,
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and checkbox questions. The final portion had four questions with multiple choice and Likert
scale questions. All surveys are available in the Appendices.
The second survey, the Pronunciation Lesson Email Collection Survey, simply existed to
collect emails that the researcher could contact to set up the pronunciation lesson with
participants. After the pronunciation lesson (detailed below) took place, the researcher sent the
participants a link to the Post-Lesson Survey, the third survey. This survey asked participants
about their perceptions of the rate of feedback they received during the pronunciation lesson, the
rate of feedback that they thought they would prefer after having experienced the pronunciation
lesson, and the emotions they experienced when receiving feedback. This survey housed five
questions including Likert scales, a checkbox, and an open-ended question. After finishing the
survey, participants were automatically redirected to a separate, confidential survey where they
could input their names and their SIU instructor’s name to receive extra credit.
Pronunciation Lesson
After completing the Pre-Lesson and Pronunciation Lesson Email Collection Survey, the
researcher and participant coordinated a time to hold the pronunciation lesson. Before the lesson,
informed consent was collected. The participant had to agree to the audio and video recording of
their session. Then the researcher placed the participant in the low frequency feedback group
(LFFG) or the high frequency feedback group (HFFG). Because there was no guaranteed number
of participants or amount of data that would be gathered for this study, the assigned group was
determined by alternating additions to the LFFG and HFFG. Participants were not notified of
their grouping at any time during the study or after the study. Each pronunciation lesson was
one-on-one between the researcher and participant and took place on Zoom.
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The pronunciation lesson was researcher-created and consisted of eight activities. The
activities were designed with Celce-Murcia, Brinton, and Goodwin’s (2010) pronunciation
activity framework in mind. The framework moves from controlled activities to guided activities,
and finally, to free production. This lesson’s activities include explanation, perception,
controlled, and guided activities. The lesson’s eight activities targeted four specific
pronunciation areas: explanation of the sounds, listening discrimination, spelling patterns
associated with the phonemes, and practice forming the sounds.
All activities in the lesson focused on two phonemes, /æ/ and /ɛ/, vowels with high
functional loads (Brown, 1988). High functional load vowels are English vowels that are absent
from several of the world’s languages and remain a source of difficulty for many L2 learners
(Brown, 1988). These specific vowels were chosen because they are both lax, exist very close
together in the mouth space, and share overlap in their pronunciation (Reetz & Jongman, 2009).
Learners are likely to have issues with this phonemic pairing because these sounds are absent
from at least 41 world languages (Nilsen & Nilsen, 2010). In the case of these participants, /æ/
and /ɛ/ were absent from every learner’s native language except for one learner who spoke Hindi.
In general, the CF consisted of an utterance that indicated something in the learner’s
output was erroneous (Nassaji & Kartchava, 2017). The researcher was the sole person
responsible for providing the CF in real time. All CF was based off the researcher’s perception of
the learner’s pronunciation of /æ/ and /ɛ/ which simulated a classroom setting where teachers are
responsible for perceiving and correcting errors in real time. The feedback provided took many
forms. The researcher was not limited in what type of CF they could provide and employed
recasts, metalinguistic explanation, and elicitation. For the first four activities, the researcher
attempted to give CF for every error (100% frequency) to simulate a classroom setting or
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tutoring session. This also allowed the researcher and participant time to ease into the flow of the
lesson before having to provide a certain rate of CF (100% or 50%). Although an attempt at
giving the same amount of CF for the first four activities was made, a CF rate was never
calculated for these four activities, hence why the CF is considered unregulated. A brief
explanation of each activity is presented in Table 3. The pronunciation lesson activities are made
available in the Appendices as well.
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Table 3
Pronunciation Lesson Activities
Activity
Pronunciation
Skill
Name
Practiced
Sagittal
Explanation of
sounds
Diagrams

Feedback
Amount

Activity Explanation

Unregulated

The researcher introduced /æ/ and /ɛ/ and the
mouth positions involved in making each
phoneme using sagittal diagrams.
The researcher said a pair of words out loud.
It was the same word repeated or two
different words with a minimal pair of /æ/
and /ɛ/. The learner stated if the pair is the
same of different.
The researcher asked the learner, “Does this
word include this sound?” and said a word
containing /æ/ or /ɛ/. The learner answered
yes if the word contained the selected sound
or no if it did not.
The researcher presented several of the most
common spelling patterns associated with /æ/
and /ɛ/. The learner categorized words into
/æ/ or /ɛ/ sounds according to the spelling
patterns in the words.
The researcher typed a tongue twister into
the Zoom chat. Each tongue twister focused
on one repeated vowel, /æ/ or /ɛ/. The learner
read the tongue twister out loud and told the
researcher whether /æ/ or /ɛ/ was focused on.
The researcher asked the learner a question
that contained words with /æ/ or /ɛ/. The
learner responded with complete sentences.
The learner was presented with a paragraph
that contained many words with /æ/. The
learner read the paragraph out loud. The
learner repeated this with a paragraph
containing words with /ɛ/.
The researcher and the learner read a short
role play out loud. The researcher and
learner read the role play one more time.

Same or
Different

Listening
discrimination

Unregulated

Does This
Word
Include This
Sound?

Listening
discrimination

Unregulated

Categorizing
Spelling
Patterns

Explanation of Unregulated
spelling pattern
associated with
each phoneme

Tongue
Twisters

Practice
producing the
sound

Low or high
feedback

Short
Answer
Questions
Paragraph
Read Aloud

Practice
producing the
sound
Practice
producing the
sound

Low or high
feedback

Role Play

Practice
producing the
sound

Low or high
feedback

Low or high
feedback
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Data Tracking Sheet
A data tracking Excel sheet was used to analyze audio and video recordings after the
lesson was completed. This sheet tracked participant errors for only the portions of the lesson
that received low or high feedback based on the group the participant belonged to. The data
tracking sheet recorded the time code of the learner error, the time code of the instructor
feedback (if present), the type of feedback given, if the participant acknowledged the feedback,
and if the participant successfully, partially, or did not repair the error.
Analysis
Participant language background, demographic information, and biographical data
underwent descriptive statistical analysis. Before these tests, the researcher calculated several
percentages for each individual participant. The HFFG was intended to have 100% of their errors
corrected and the LFFG 50% of their errors corrected. Because the researcher had no guarantee
that the LFFG participants would make an equal number of errors allowing for a perfect 50%
feedback rate, the actual frequency of CF that each participant received was calculated by
dividing how many errors received CF out of the total errors made after reviewing the audio and
video recordings of the pronunciation sessions.
In terms of uptake, the researcher coded uptake as yes (one) if the participant
acknowledged the CF and attempted to repair and no (zero) if the participant did not
acknowledge the CF or did not attempt to repair the error. The acknowledgment and the attempt
were tied and did not count as yes if either one was missing. The percent of uptake for each
participant was found by dividing the total uptake scores from their session by the number of
errors that received CF. This gave the percent of uptake for the participant. Finally, the percent
of accuracy of error repair was found by coding each pronunciation error that received CF as a
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score of one if the participant successfully repaired the error, a score of 0.5 if the error was
improved but still imperfect, and a score of zero if the error remained incorrect and lacked
improvement. The researcher analyzed the pronunciation errors and determined their coding
value by ear after the completion of the lesson. From this, the total repair score for each
participant was divided by their total errors that received CF to give a percent of accuracy of
error repair for that participant. After, the data was grouped by the participant’s frequency of CF
grouping (HFFG, LFFG) for statistical analysis. Figure 1 shows the relationship between the
frequency of CF, the uptake rate, and the percent of accuracy for error repair.
Figure 1
Relationship between Frequency of CF, Uptake Rate, and Percent Accuracy for Errors
Frequency of CF=
Errors receiving CF/Total errors made

o

Uptake rate=
Total uptake score/Error receiving CF

Percent of Acurracy of
pronunciation error
repair=
Total repair score/ Error
receiving CF

To analyze if the frequency of CF, as provided by an instructor, affects learners’
pronunciation uptake, a nonparametric statistical test was used. A chi-square test was run in
SPSS and an alpha level of .05 adopted as a marker for statistical significance. This measure was
selected for its ability to compare two independent, categorical groups with variables that are not
normally distributed. In this case, the uptake rates of almost all participants in both groups
(HFFG, LFFG) reached the upper limit of uptake (100%), which skewed the data highly
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negatively. For this reason, the chi-square test was most appropriate. For analysis of whether the
frequency of CF provided by an instructor affects learners’ pronunciation error repair, another
nonparametric test was used, this time the Mann-Whitney U run in SPSS. An alpha level of .05
was adopted. This test was employed to compare the HFFG and LFFG’s average percentages of
accuracy of pronunciation error repair. The Mann-Whitney U test assumes that groups are
categorical independent groups, that the observations in each group are independent, and that the
data is not normally distributed, but have similar shapes. This test was appropriate because it
allows the comparison of the HFFG and the LFFG’s average percentages of accuracy of
pronunciation error repair with the small amount of data that was collected (n=9), which did not
have a normal distribution.
Error repair scores also underwent a descriptive sub analysis to investigate if the CF
frequency influenced the participants’ improvement over the course of the lesson. For each
participant, individual errors and the errors’ repair scores (1, 0.5, 0), were charted in
chronological order. This allowed an examination of the participants chronological error repair
score to determine if participants in the HFFG and LFFG improved over the course of their
pronunciation lesson. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the Post-Lesson Survey
questions that inquired about learners’ reactions to the CF received and preferences for
frequency of CF after the pronunciation lesson. Question three of the Post-Lesson Survey asked
participants what amount of CF they would prefer after the pronunciation lesson using a Likert
scale from 1 (0% of CF) to 9 (100% of CF). These responses were counted by frequency group
(HFFG, LFFG), and an average and SD was tallied for each group. Question four asked
participants to rate their agreement with the statement, “I enjoyed the amount of feedback and
correction I received today” on the same 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) Likert scale.
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Again, these responses were counted by frequency group (HFFG, LFFG), and an average and SD
were calculated for each group. Lastly, question five consisted of checkboxes of emotions that
participants could select to answer how they felt when receiving CF. These responses were
counted by participant and then categorized by the frequency grouping of HFFG or LFFG.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Results from the study are presented below and highlight key findings on the effect of
low or high frequencies of CF on learners’ uptake, pronunciation error repair, reactions to CF,
and preference for CF after the pronunciation lesson. Results from the Pre-Lesson Survey,
pronunciation lesson, and Post-Lesson Survey are presented in reference to the research
questions.
Pre-Lesson Survey
The data from the Pre-Lesson survey consisted of participant language background
questions and questions eliciting their attitudes towards CF and preferences for CF. These results
give insight into these participants attitudes, preferences, and experiences with pronunciation and
CF.
Language Background
All participants reported having learned or studied at least one other language. On
average, participants reported having learned or studied 2.75 languages (SD of 1.48). When
asked how long a participant had spent studying English in a classroom setting, the results were
as follows: one participant said two years, three said four years, one said five years, one said six
years, and two answers were unclear. These responses were, “three hours per week,” and “more
than ten years”.
Language Learning Beliefs
Language learning beliefs were gathered through the biographical data questions from the
Pre-Lesson Survey. These questions took the form of a nine-point Likert scale. This scale ran
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). Participants felt positively towards improving
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their pronunciation. Most participants (n=6) “strongly agreed” that they are motivated to improve
their English pronunciation. Results were slightly more dispersed when participants responded to
general enjoyment of having pronunciation errors corrected but showed that participants
generally enjoy pronunciation correction. Such high enjoyment of pronunciation CF corroborates
the responses to the Likert statement “I do not want anyone to correct my pronunciation errors”.
These results indicate that participants felt motivated to improve their pronunciation, felt
positively towards having their pronunciation errors corrected, and wanted their pronunciation
errors corrected. Means and SDs are presented in Table 4 and percentages for these Likert
statements are presented in Figure 2.
Table 4
Questions About Attitudes and Experiences Concerning Pronunciation
Likert Statement
M
I am motivated to improve my English
pronunciation
7.78
I enjoy having my pronunciation errors
corrected
7.67
I do not want anyone to correct my
pronunciation errors

3.67

SD
1.75
1.56
3.09

Figure 1 shows that 66.67% of participants selected 9 (strongly) agree when responding
to the Likert statement about if they are motivated to improve their English pronunciation.
22.22% of participants selected a 6 on the Likert scale, which is still a positive response on their
motivation to improve their pronunciation. 11.11% selected a 5 on the Likert scale, noting they
felt neutrally about their motivation to improve their English pronunciation. The percentage of
positive responses combined was 88.89% showing that a majority of participants selected a
positive value (above 5, neutral).
Results for the statement of, “I enjoy having my pronunciation errors corrected” were
slightly more distributed across the Likert score percentages. 44.44% selected 9 (strongly agree)
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showing strong enjoyment of having pronunciation corrected. 22.22% of participants selected an
8 on the Likert scale and 11.11% selected a 7 on the Likert scale. 22.22% of participants felt
neutrally about their enjoyment of receiving pronunciation corrections. The percent sum of
positive responses to this Likert statement was 77.77%. This shows that a majority of
participants felt positively in their enjoyment of pronunciation correction.
These findings were further supported by the Likert score percentages for the statement,
“I do not want anyone to correct my pronunciation errors”. 22.22% of participants reported a 9
(strongly agree), with 11.11% feeling neutrally. 11.11% selected a 3 on Likert scale, 22.22%
selected a 2 on the Likert scale, and 33.33 selected a 1 (strongly disagree). The total percentage
of negative responses combined was 66.67%, showing that learners did not agree with the Likert
statement, “I do not want anyone to correct my pronunciation errors”.

Percent of Participants

Figure 2
Likert Score Percentages for Attitudes and Experiences Concerning Pronunciation
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A nine-point Likert scale was also used to assess enjoyment for different providers of CF,
but the scale ran from 1 (like) to 9 (dislike). Results show that participants enjoyed self CF the
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most, teacher CF next, and preferred peer CF the least. Notably, all the averages for preference
of the provider of CF were positive (under 5) showing that students felt positively towards all
three providers of CF. Means and SDs for participant preference for the provider of CF are
reported in Table 5 and response percentages in Figure 3.
Table 5
Question about Enjoyment of Providers of CF
Likert Statement
Please select how much you would enjoy
having the following people correct your
pronunciation errors in a classroom
Teacher

M

SD

2.67

1.76

Peers (other students)

3.44

1.77

Self

2.22

1.75

As the Likert scale for enjoyment of providers of CF ran from 1 (like) to 9 (dislike),
Figure 3 depicts participant’s enjoyment of teacher CF with 44.44% selecting 1 (like). 11.11%
selected a 2 on the Likert scale, and 22.22% selected a 3. These are both positive values. 33.33%
selected a 5 (neutral), showing they neither liked nor disliked teacher CF. Overall, 66.66% of
participants selected a positive response about their enjoyment of teacher CF. Peer CF was
enjoyed the least with 33.33% reporting a 1 (like), 22.22% reporting a positive value of 4, and
44.44% feeling neutrally about peer CF. Combined positive Likert scale percentages for peer CF
totaled 55.55%. Finally, participants felt most positively about self CF. 66.67% of participants
selected a 1 (like), and 11.11% of them selected a 4 on the Likert scale. 22.22% of participants
felt neutrally about self CF. The total positive percentages for self CF were 77.78%, showing that
learners enjoyed self CF the most out of the three providers of CF.
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Figure 3
Likert Score Percentages for Enjoyment of Providers of CF
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Pronunciation Lesson Data
Participants showed very high levels of uptake regardless of frequency grouping, with the
100% uptake limit reached for eight of the nine participants. The one participant that did not
reach 100% of uptake, still had high uptake with a score of 75%. Participants in the HFFG and
LFFG also had high percentages of accuracy of pronunciation error repair, but three out of five
HFFG did not reach 100% error repair whereas all four of the LFFG had 100% error repair.
Scores of the total participant errors that received CF, uptake, and error repair are presented in
Table 6, as well as the percent of uptake and error repair.
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Table 6
Uptake and Repair Scores Per Participant
Participant Frequency Total
Total
Code
Group
Count of
Count of
Errors
Uptake for
Receiving Errors
CF
Receiving
CF
P1H
P2H
P3H
P4H
P5H
P6L
P7L
P8L
P9L

HFFG
HFFG
HFFG
HFFG
HFFG
LFFG
LFFG
LFFG
LFFG

10
4
7
7
12
2
1
2
2

10
3
7
7
12
2
1
2
2

Total
Percent of
Uptake
for Errors
Receiving
CF
100
75
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Total
Count of
Error
Repair for
Errors
Receiving
CF
9
2
4.5
7
12
2
1
2
2

Total
Percent of
Error
Repair for
Errors
Receiving
CF
90
50
64
100
100
100
100
100
100

CF Frequency Effects on Uptake and Error Repair
The uptake rates of the HFFG and LFFG underwent analysis via the chi-square formula.
Results are summarized as X2 (1, N=9) = .900 with a p value of 0.343, meaning this statistical
measure showed no statistically significant differences in uptake rates across groups. This is
further verified by the visible lack of difference in the uptake data of both groups. As
aforementioned, all participants except one reached the maximum of 100% uptake. The
frequency of the CF did not have an effect on the uptake rate of learners.
To determine if there is a difference in percentages of accuracy of pronunciation error
repair between the HFFG and LFFG, the Mann Whitney U formula was used to compare the
groups’ average percentages of accuracy of error repair. The two tailed Mann Whitney U test
yielded U (NLFFG=4, NHFFG=5) =4.00, z=-1.76, p=.081. Because p>.05, the difference in the
average percentages of accuracy of the error repair between the populations of HFFG and LFFG
was not shown to be statistically significant. The p value of .081 was marginally significant,
however. This marginal significance can be further understood by considering the descriptive
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data on HFFG and LFFG percentages of accuracy of error repair. Every participant in the LFFG
reached a percentage of accuracy of error repair that was 100%. In contrast, only two out of five
HFFG participants reached a percentage of accuracy of error repair that was 100%. The
nonparametric statistical analysis and the descriptive analysis suggest that a high frequency rate
of CF may have negatively affected learners’ pronunciation in terms of percentages of accuracy
of pronunciation error repair. Future research with a larger sample size should be conducted.
Error repair counts also underwent a descriptive sub analysis to investigate whether the
CF frequency influenced the participants’ improvement over the course of the lesson. Each
participant’s, errors were recorded, the CF they received, their uptake score for each error (one if
yes, zero if no) and their repair score for each error (1, 0.5, 0). Table 7 reports the HFFG
participants’ errors. Because the LFFG received 50% CF, there are errors that did not receive CF.
These are noted by a dash (-) in Table 8. All errors are reported in the order the errors were made
in the pronunciation lesson. This allowed for a chronological examination of the participant’s
error repair to determine if participants in the HFFG and LFFG improved over the course of their
pronunciation lesson.
There were two participants who showed slight improvement over the course of the
pronunciation lesson. Specifically, P2H and P3H, both of whom were in the HFFG, showed
improvement over the course of the lesson. Their repair values trend positively, never regressing
backwards on the same error to a zero. In the case of P3H, a clear pattern of improvement is
shown; an error was made (zero), the same error improved (0.5), and the same error was
successfully repaired (one). This descriptive analysis reveals that two participants in the HFFG
showed improvement in their ability to repair their pronunciation errors and improve their
pronunciation accuracy over the course of the pronunciation lesson. These participants showed

39

the potential to build a better base of accuracy over the lesson. The small amount of data present
in this study is insufficient to claim a consistent pattern. Future research could investigate
whether a high frequency of CF positively impacts learners’ ability to improve their
pronunciation over the course of the instruction, a point that will be returned to in the Discussion.
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Table 7
HFFG Errors and Improvement Over Lesson Per Participant
Participant Code
Error Made
CF Given
Uptake
P1H

P2H

P3H

P4H

P5H

Error 1
Error 2
Error 3
Error 4
Error 5
Error 6
Error 7
Error 8
Error 9
Error 10
Error 1
Error 2
Error 3
Error 4
Error 1
Error 2
Error 3
Error 4
Error 5
Error 6
Error 7
Error 1
Error 2
Error 3
Error 4
Error 5
Error 6
Error 7
Error 1
Error 2
Error 3
Error 4
Error 5
Error 6
Error 7
Error 8
Error 9
Error 10
Error 11
Error 12

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Error Repair
Accuracy
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
0.5
0
0.5
1
0
0.5
1
0.5
1
0.5
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Table 8
LFFG Errors and Improvement Over Lesson Per Participant
Participant Code
Error Made
CF Given
Uptake
and Grouping
P6L
Error 1
yes
1
Error 2
no
Error 3
yes
1
P7L
Error 1
no
Error 2
yes
1
Error 3
no
P8L
Error 1
no
Error 2
yes
1
Error 3
no
Error 4
yes
1
P9L
Error 1
no
Error 2
yes
1
Error 3
no
Error 4
yes
1
Error 5
no
-

Error Repair
Accuracy
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
-

Perceptions, Reactions, and Preferences for Frequency of CF
Descriptive statistics were also used to analyze data from the Post-Lesson Survey to
determine if the frequency of CF affected learners’ perceptions of and reactions to the CF
received as well as preferences for frequency of CF after the pronunciation lesson. Participants
reported their perception of the frequency of CF they received using a nine-point Likert scale
that ran from 1 (no feedback) to 9 (100% feedback). Table 9 shows that six participants overall
did not correctly perceive their frequency of CF. Out of the five in the HFFG, two of these
inaccurately perceived their frequency of CF to be less than what it actually was. Out of the four
in the LFFG, none were accurate in their perception of the frequency of CF and perceived more
CF than what they were actually given. It should also be noted that three out of the four in the
LFFG did not receive a 50% frequency of CF. Specifically, P6L, P7L, and P9L did not receive a
50% frequency of CF. Table 9 shows these frequencies of CF and demonstrates that the HFFG
group was more accurate in their perception of the true rate of CF.
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Table 9
Perceived Frequency Versus Actual Frequency
Participant
Frequency of CF
Actual Frequency of
Code
Based on Grouping in CF Received in
Percent
Percent
P1H
HFFG 100 CF
100
P2H
HFFG 100 CF
100
P3H
HFFG 100 CF
100
P4H
HFFG 100 CF
100
P5H
HFFG 100 CF
100
P6L
LFFG 50 CF
66.67
P7L
LFFG 50 CF
33.33
P8L
LFFG 50 CF
50
P9L
LFFG 50 CF
40

Likert Scale
Perceived Frequency
of CF in Percent
100
100
100
50
72.22
88.89
88.89
100
61.11

A majority of participants did not have any change in preference for the frequency of CF
after they experienced the pronunciation lesson. As seen in Table 10, two participants, P3H and
P7L preferred receiving a higher frequency of CF (100%) after they experienced the
pronunciation lesson than what they had reported their preference to be before the lesson.
Specifically, P3H preferred a 50% frequency of CF before the lesson, received 100% frequency
of CF due to their grouping (HFFG), and preferred that 100% frequency rate after the lesson.
Before the lesson, P7L preferred a 72.22% frequency for CF, but received a 50% frequency of
CF. After the lesson, they preferred a 100% frequency rate of CF. Both learners who changed
their preference for CF reported wanting more CF. No learner reported wanting less feedback
after the lesson.
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Table 10
Preferred Frequency of CF Before and After Pronunciation Lesson
Participant
Frequency
Preferred Frequency
Preferred Frequency
Code
Group
of CF Before Lesson
of CF After Lesson
P1H
HFFG
100%
100%
P2H
HFFG
100%
100%
P3H
HFFG
50%
100%
P4H
HFFG
50%
50%
P5H
HFFG
72.22%
72.22%
P6L
LFFG
72.22%
72.22%
P7L
LFFG
72.22%
100%
P8L
LFFG
100%
100%
P9L
LFFG
50%
50%
A nine-point Likert scale (1 as strongly disagree, 9 as strongly agree) was used to assess
participant enjoyment of the CF received during the lesson. Seven of the participants agreed that
they enjoyed the CF received during the lesson, with six marking “strongly agree”. Two
participants felt neutrally about the lesson’s CF, neither disliking it nor enjoying it. In terms of
frequency grouping, three out of the five HFFG strongly agreed that they enjoyed the CF, and
three out of the four LFFG strongly agreed that they enjoyed the CF. The average Likert scale
score for the total participants was a 7.78 (SD of 1.75), showing that learners generally enjoyed
the CF during the lesson.
Finally, participants were asked to checkmark emotions that they experienced when they
received CF in the lesson. They were presented with a range of emotions and could select as
many as they felt appropriate. Emotions included disgusted, sad, nervous/anxious, surprised,
satisfied, happy, and other where they could fill in an emotion not listed. Six participants felt
happy when they received CF. Six felt satisfied when receiving the CF, and two checked feeling
anxious/nervous. Participants did not select any of the following options: disgusted, sad,
surprised, and other. In the HFFG, all participants felt either happy, satisfied, or both, with one
participant additionally marking nervous/anxious. Similarly, three out of four of the LFFG
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participants selected happy, satisfied or both. One participant in the LFFG reported feeling only
nervous/anxious. These are reported in Table 11.
Table 11
Participant Emotional Reactions to CF
Participant Code
Participant
Grouping
P1H
HFFG
P2H

HFFG

P3H
P4H
P5H
P6L
P7L

HFFG
HFFG
HFFG
LFFG
LFFG

P8L

LFFG

P9L

LFFG

Positive Emotions
Reported
Happy
Satisfied
Happy
Satisfied
Happy
Happy
Satisfied
Satisfied
Happy
Satisfied
Happy
Satisfied

Negative Emotions
Reported

Nervous Anxious

Nervous/Anxious

These results show that participants mostly felt positive emotions when receiving CF
during their lesson, whereas a much smaller number of participants experienced some
nervousness or anxiousness. Overall, the data indicated the learners wanted and enjoyed CF, and
preferred receiving high amounts of CF on their pronunciation. Feedback rate doesn’t seem to
affect the learner’s ability to notice, acknowledge, and attempt a repair at a specific error. The
data does imply that a high frequency of CF may negatively impact learner’s percent of accuracy
of pronunciation error repair. In direct contrast, a high frequency of CF may have enabled
learners to build a better foundation of accuracy over the course of a lesson. Finally, learners felt
positive emotions when they received CF with few having experienced negative emotions.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Initial motivation for the current study arose from a lack of research surrounding how CF
affects learners’ pronunciation. Because pronunciation instruction has become an important part
of many L2 classrooms, and because teacher CF is a routine part of the language classroom,
research is needed to uncover if the frequency of CF affects learner’s pronunciation. Specifically,
this research has looked at if the frequency of CF affects learner’s uptake (acknowledgement of
the CF and an immediate attempt at repair) and their percent of accuracy of error repair (how
well they repaired their errors). This study also investigated learners’ preference for a rate of CF
after experiencing the lesson as well as their reaction to the CF given in the lesson.
Data from the Pre-Lesson Survey gave insight into who the target population was for the
present study and how these learners felt towards pronunciation CF. Every ESL learner knew at
least two languages, with the average of 2.75 nearing three languages for each learner. This is
not uncommon for ESL learners of the world; some ESL learners speak several home languages
or learn another language at school. These learners had spent years studying English in a
classroom setting. They were not unfamiliar with English courses, yet few had ever taken a
course that focused on English pronunciation. ESL/EFL pronunciation courses and instruction
have been said to be the “Cinderella” of ESL/EFL instruction, meaning pronunciation has
previously been ignored as a key piece of ESL/EFL language development and historically had
not received adequate time or representation in the classroom (Kelly, 1969). There is now more
emphasis on pronunciation than in the past. There has been more marked effort at preparing
ESL/EFL teachers to correctly teach pronunciation courses and at offering those courses to
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learners. As represented by the data, however, many ESL students remain unfamiliar with
explicit pronunciation instruction.
Regardless of previous experience with pronunciation instruction, learners showed a
desire to improve their English pronunciation and reported that they enjoyed having their
pronunciation errors corrected. Similar to much of the data on student preference for the provider
of CF from studies that focus on writing or grammar items, this study reported that learners
preferred self-correction over teacher CF and peer CF regarding their pronunciation errors. This
is in line with previous studies’ findings on EFL learners’ preference for CF on speaking; several
studies report that learners prefer self-correction to other forms of CF (teacher, peer)
(Pishghadam et al., 2011; Yakışık, 2021). There is still no unified or global consensus on what
provider of CF learners prefer in which contexts, the present study shows a preference for selfcorrection. Learners could be exercising their autonomy or employing self-reliance by taking
ownership and control over noticing and correcting their errors (Pishghadam et al., 2011).
The first research question explored whether the frequency of CF has an effect on
learners’ pronunciation uptake and error repair. In regard to the effects of frequency on learners’
uptake, there was no evidence that the frequency of CF affected learners’ uptake. The present
study is one of the first to report this result, but because of the small size of the study, a larger
replication study is needed to validate these results. Nonetheless, a large portion of participants
had the highest level of uptake possible (100%) regardless of their frequency grouping. This
result shows that when an instructor provided CF to a student during pronunciation instruction,
the student almost always acknowledged the CF and immediately attempted a repair. This may
be because students often see the teacher as the locus of control or an authority figure in the
classroom, and in this one-on-one context, the degree of interaction and directness between the
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teacher (researcher) and the student (participant) was heightened unlike in a classroom setting.
Being one-on-one with a teacher, students may have felt a greater need to acknowledge and fix a
pronunciation error because the contact and interaction with the teacher was extremely direct and
extended. The CF was all given by the teacher, and these findings may differ if a different
provider of CF were explored. It would be appropriate for further research to investigate whether
a difference in uptake exists between learners who receive peer CF and learners who receive
teacher CF.
Although the results did not show a statistically significant difference between
percentages of accuracy of error repair between the HFFG and LFFG, there was marginal
significance. This marginal significance indicates that a lower frequency of CF may be more
beneficial for repairing pronunciation errors than a high frequency of CF. This is one of the first
studies to explore this phenomenon. The numerical difference in the HFFG and LFFG
percentages of accuracy of pronunciation error repair support this finding as well. One reason
that a low frequency of CF may be more beneficial for ESL learners’ pronunciation error repair
could be that high CF overwhelms learners and therefore is less effective at allowing learners to
repair their pronunciation errors. The low frequency of CF may be giving learners a fewer
number of pronunciation errors to focus their attention on and allowing them to spend more time
repairing the errors that are pointed out. To empirically confirm this, however, the study would
need a higher number of participants and more pronunciation instruction. Nevertheless, CF
frequency may affect learners’ ability to repair their pronunciation errors, something the
ESL/EFL teacher should be aware of and take into consideration when offering CF. Teachers do
not want CF to overwhelm learners or become ineffective at reducing errors in pronunciation.
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The sub analysis of improvement over the course of the lesson revealed that a high
frequency of CF may also influence the participant’s ability to repair their errors over the course
of the instruction. Despite the small amount of data present, two participants from the HFFG
showed improvement in their repairing of errors over the course of the lesson, and none from the
LFFG showed improvement over the lesson. This is in direct contrast with the previous finding
that a low frequency of CF could help learners repair their errors more so than a high frequency
of CF. There are numerous reasons why higher CF may have helped learners improve their errors
over the course of the lesson, the first being that the more errors are corrected, the bigger
foundation of accuracy the participant was building. This could have influenced their subsequent
attempts at repairing errors. Previous CF may also prime them to notice CF and increase their
awareness of an error, allowing them to more successfully notice and repair subsequent errors
after receiving CF. It may be harder for students to build this accuracy when they receive no CF
or in this case, a lower frequency of CF. Secondly, the spacing effect may be at play here. This
effect notes that learners tend to remember items more clearly and effectively if the item is
studied frequently over several short periods of time (Settles & Meeder, 2016). Because students
are being corrected more frequently over the period of the lesson, these corrections could have
more impact than CF given infrequently (or at a lower frequency rate).
These contrasting findings highlight that the way in which data is explored and analyzed
can have great impact on findings and interpretation. To date, there is no clear method for
examining data from multiple angles or perspectives, maybe because doing so can cause
conflicting results. In the case of the current study, exploring data from the perspective of
accuracy of error repair and improvement over time did yield conflicting results, but ultimately
gave richer data and more depth to how different frequency rates affect multiple aspects of

49

pronunciation error repair. Nevertheless, more research is needed with longer instruction periods
and a larger population before absolute claims can be made about the impact of CF frequency
over the course of instruction.
Research question two inquired about learners’ perception of the rate of CF they received
during the lesson. Data from the Post-Lesson Survey showed that the majority of participants
were inaccurate in their perception of the frequency of CF they received. This result corroborates
Fu and Nassaji’s (2016) research that found teachers and students perceive CF inaccurately
finding the frequency of CF to be greater than what it is. Those receiving the higher frequency of
CF were numerically more accurate in their perception of the CF frequency. A reason for this
may be that these learners noticed how consistently and frequently they received CF for every
error in the lesson. This ceiling effect could explain the higher accuracy of their perception of the
frequency of CF.
The second research question also inquired about learner preference for the frequency of
CF after the lesson and their reactions to the CF they received. Post-lesson, few learners changed
their preference for CF frequency, showing that preference was typically not affected after one
pronunciation lesson. There was one HFFG learner and one LFFG learner who changed their
preference for CF after the lesson. Both of these participants wanted a higher rate of CF than
they had originally indicated prior to the lesson. This result confirms previous research that
reports learners request and prefer the most CF possible (Huang & Jia, 2016; Jean & Simard,
2011; Yakışık, 2021) and further validates these learners’ aforementioned desire to improve their
pronunciation. Data on the enjoyment of the CF during the lesson showed that not only did two
learners desire more CF, but in general, that learners enjoyed the CF they received and felt
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positively towards it. This is welcome news for the ESL/EFL instructor who normally gives
classroom CF. Learners generally enjoyed the CF they received.
When participants were asked about their emotional experience with the CF during the
lesson, most participants experienced positive emotions, and a lesser amount felt
anxiousness/nervousness. These mixed results were in line with findings that teacher CF can
make some learners experience negative emotions or heighten their affect (Ahangari, 2014).
Speaking has been known to be one of the most, if not the most, anxiety inducing skill for L2
learners. Many L2 learners feel large amount of anxiety when speaking for fear of losing face or
receiving negative CF (Pabro-Maquidato, 2021). It is somewhat surprising that more learners did
not experience anxiety during the lesson. For only two out of nine learners to have experienced
any anxiety or nervousness is well under what would be expected.
The positive and negative emotions that participant experienced were not mutually
exclusive; one participant experienced both positive emotions (happiness, satisfied) and a
negative emotion (anxiousness/nervousness). When considering this finding, it is important to
acknowledge that anxiety is not always detrimental to learning. In fact, research has shown that
anxiety can be either debilitative (negatively impacting learning outcomes) or facilitative
(motivating students to perform more efficiently or rehearse more) (Alpert & Haber, 1960). This
present study included an open-ended question in the Post-Lesson Survey that asked learners to
explain why they selected the specific emotion they experienced, but no participant discussed
any reason why they felt anxious or mentioned anything negative. It is unclear if these learners
experienced facilitative or debilitative anxiety. The classroom implication is that learners can
enjoy CF yet have heightened affect because of it. This is something that teachers may be able to
help mitigate by understanding what type of anxiety learners are experiencing during CF.
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Finally, there are several limitations to the current study’s research presented here. The
sample size is small with nine total participants, meaning that results are not generalizable and
statistical significance harder to find. Although the results in the current study come from a small
sample, there are still interesting trends that suggest useful areas for future research. With a
larger study including more participants, this research could yield statistically significant results
in demonstrating that a high frequency rate of CF given from an instructor to students can
negatively affect learners’ pronunciation in terms of their percentages of accuracy of
pronunciation error repair. A larger study could also investigate if a high frequency rate of CF
helps learners build a foundation of accuracy upon which to repair errors more accurately over
the course of the lesson. In addition, these learners all had relatively high proficiency and were
highly capable of speaking English. Seven of the learners were NNSs who were enrolled in an
ESL English course. These learners were familiar with an ESL classroom setting and receiving
CF. It would be interesting to investigate how the frequency of CF affects low proficiency
learners’ uptake and error repair or how it affects learners who are not familiar with a classroom
setting.
Another limitation is that three of the four in the LFFG did not receive a perfect 50% CF
rate. There was no guarantee that learners would make an even number of errors for the
researcher to be able to provide a true rate of 50% CF. In addition, the design of the
pronunciation lesson required the researcher (teacher) to heavily divide their attention during the
pronunciation lesson. Not only was the researcher trying to conduct the lesson to simulate
classroom instruction, but they were required to listen carefully for errors in real time, provide
appropriate feedback, and give feedback at a perfect 100% or 50% rate. This also may have
affected the inaccuracy in the LFFG’s CF rate. The inaccuracy of the LFFG’s CF rate may,
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however, be representative of the classroom setting. Teachers in a live classroom are familiar
with the demands of teaching, perceiving errors, and providing appropriate CF. Although the
frequency rate for some participants in the LFFG was not a true 50%, the pronunciation session
modeled what teachers face in a live classroom.
Finally, the researcher was responsible for listening to the audio of each pronunciation
lesson and coding the accuracy or improvement of the errors. This analysis was solely auditory.
Having a second rater, or better yet, multiple raters, perform an auditory analysis could ensure
that the instructor was perceiving learner errors correctly. It would also make the data more valid
and reliable. Incorporating an acoustic analysis could deepen the error and speech analysis for
each participant, but this type of analysis may not be practical as it does not simulate what ESL
and EFL teachers of the world face every day in their classrooms. Teacher perception of errors is
usually based on what the teacher hears in real time.
Future research could take several directions. The learners in this study were generally
successful at repairing their errors, therefore it would be appropriate to add an analysis of where
learners are not successful at repairing their pronunciation error. This analysis could investigate
which vowel is repaired less and if they type of CF given (recast, prompt, etc.) affects the
percentage of repair per participant. In addition, this research did not analyze if learners were
engaging in self-correction. Previous research has noted that students may not be able to assess
their own pronunciation because they do not naturally perceive their own phonemic variations
(Dlaska & Krekeler, 2008). If learners cannot hear their own errors, this could indeed shift their
perception of the feedback rate meaning they assume that they have only made an error when
they receive CF. These are all valid directions that future research could take.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
Pronunciation instruction is an important part of ESL/EFL language development and
one that is being increasingly incorporated into the language classroom. Research is still
attempting to uncover how the CF that is commonplace in the language learning classroom
affects pronunciation. By analyzing a low and high frequency of CF on uptake rates of learners
during a pronunciation lesson, the present study concluded that the frequency of teacher CF may
have little bearing on students’ uptake. It seems that when a teacher gives CF directly to a
student, the CF is typically acknowledged and an attempt at repair follows. The percentages of
accuracy of pronunciation error repair of the LFFG and HFFG showed that with a larger
population and more research, some phenomenon could be taking place in terms of the high
frequency of CF negatively affecting the percentage of accuracy of pronunciation error repair of
the HFFG. Specifically, a high frequency of CF may not allow learners to repair their errors as
well as a lower frequency of CF, but this result is yet to be empirically confirmed.
In terms of affect, learners are motivated to improve their pronunciation, and they
generally enjoy pronunciation correction. No student disliked the CF provided during the lesson.
Learners are inaccurate in perceiving the true frequency of CF they receive. Furthermore, the
preference for frequency of CF for most learners may not be so easily changed after one
pronunciation lesson. Still, there are students who showed a clear preference for receiving the
most feedback possible after experiencing a pronunciation lesson and CF. These results,
combined with the mostly positive emotions that students felt (happy, satisfied) when receiving
CF, further bolster research that reports students enjoy feedback and want high levels of
feedback.
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In conclusion, the present study investigated a relatively new area in pronunciation: how
the frequency of CF affects learners’ learning outcomes. It has contributed new data towards
ESL learners’ uptake and percentages of accuracy of pronunciation error repair after
experiencing a high or low frequency of feedback from an instructor. Not only does the research
give insight into learners’ uptake and error repair, but it further provides insight into learner
perceptions of the rate of CF, their enjoyment of that feedback, and their reactions to CF.
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APPENDIX A
PRE-LESSON SURVEY
Informed Consent
Hello, my name is Rachel Stuckel. I am a graduate student from the Linguistics department at
Southern Illinois University. As part of my master’s thesis, I am conducting a research project
supervised by my thesis committee chair, Dr. Shannon McCrocklin, who is an Assistant
Professor of Applied Linguistics in the Department of Linguistics at Southern Illinois
University. I am conducting a study to examine if the frequency of corrective feedback (CF)
provided by a teacher to a student, affects the student’s uptake of knowledge, pronunciation error
repair, and CF preference.
Description: For nonnative English speakers, pronunciation is an important aspect of language
learning that plays a large role in intelligibility and comprehensibility. CF can influence the
development and repair of pronunciation errors and is often given by teachers to students in the
pronunciation classroom. This study seeks to understand if there are any effects of the frequency
of the CF on learners' uptake (conversion of CF into stored knowledge), ability to repair errors,
and preference for frequency of CF. This study consists of a Pre-Lesson Survey, a private, online
pronunciation lesson with the researcher, and a Post-Lesson Survey. At the end of this PreLesson Survey, you will be contacted to set up a time to have the pronunciation lesson over a
web-conferencing platform (e.g., Zoom).
Eligibility to participate: All participants should be at least 19 years of age or older and be
nonnative speakers of English (English is not their first language). Participants should feel
comfortable answering questions in English.
Risks of participation: This study does not present more than minimal risk.
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Benefits and Compensation of Participation: Participants will receive a one-on-one
pronunciation lesson from a trained researcher at no cost. If you are a member of a classroom
where the instructor has agreed to give extra credit for study participation, you may be
compensated by your teacher with classroom extra credit.
Anticipated Length: You will only take the Pre-Lesson Survey once. It will take 10 to 15
minutes.
Confidentiality: All participants will be assigned a code that will serve as their identifier (e.g.
S1, Fa2, Sp4) throughout the study. All surveys and pronunciation lessons are completely
confidential. In presenting the research work, data will be presented in aggregate form or by
participant code for individual responses. At no time will identifying information be released or
used, and I will take all reasonable steps to protect your identity.
Voluntary: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Survey questions may be
skipped if you do not wish to answer them, and you may stop the surveys at any point by closing
the window and exiting the surveys. If you exit the surveys before clicking submit on the final
page, none of your answers will be saved or submitted. If you withdraw after some or all of your
data has been saved and/or submitted, this data will be erased and will not be included in the
study at all. If you wish to stop during the pronunciation lesson, please raise your hand and let
the researcher know. There are no penalties for stopping participation.
Contact: If you have any questions about this study, please contact me or my supervisor at:
Rachel Stuckel
Email: rachel.stuckel@siu.edu
Dr. Shannon McCrocklin
1000 Faner Dr., Rm 3228
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Southern Illinois University
Carbondale, IL 62901
Phone: 1-618-453-3428
Email: shannon.mccrocklin@siu.edu
Human Subjects Review: This project has been reviewed and approved by the SIUC
Institutional Review Board. Questions concerning your rights as a participant in this research
may be addressed to the committee chairperson, Office of Research Compliance, SIUC,
Carbondale, IL 62901- 4344. Phone (618) 453-4534. E-mail: siuhsc@siu.edu
1. In order to participate in this study and move on to the survey, you must certify that you
meet the following requirements
☐I have thoroughly read the Informed Consent information.
☐I am at least 19 years of age.
☐I feel comfortable answering questions in English.
☐By clicking "next", I certify that I am at least 19 years of age and voluntarily
consent to participate in this study.
2. Please type in your participant code. This is the code the researcher assigned to you in
their initial email. Please check your email for the code. For example, the code could look
like Su3-RS

3. What is your gender?
a. Female
b. Male
c. Other
d. Prefer not to say
4. What is your age?

5. What country did you grow up in? As in, you spent most of your childhood there.
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6. What is the highest level of education you have obtained?
a. No completed schooling
b. High school diploma or equivalent (e.g., GED)
c. Associate’s degree
d. Bachelor’s degree
e. Master’s degree
f. Doctoral degree (e.g., PhD, Ed.D)
g. Other (please explain)
7. What is your native language?

8. Have you learned or studied any other languages? Please list them in the order of how
comfortable you are using the language(s), from most comfortable to least.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
9. At what age did you begin learning English?

10. How long have you resided in the U.S.?

11. How long have you spent studying English in a classroom setting?

12. If you have taken IELTS or TOEFL, please report your overall score. If not, please move
on to the next question.
IELTS
TOEFL
13. In what contexts do you use your English? Please check all that apply.
☐School or education
☐Work or business
☐Interacting with friends
☐Interacting with family
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☐ Reading in English
☐ Watching English TV
☐ Listening to English radio/music
☐ Other (please explain)
14. Have you ever taken a course that's main focus was English pronunciation?
a. No
b. Yes, I have taken a course in English pronunciation
c. Yes, I have taken some courses in English pronunciation
d. Yes, I have taken many course in English pronunciation
15. Please select how much you agree with each of the following statements:
I am
Strongly
motivated to disagree
Neutral
improve my
English
pronunciatio
n
I enjoy
Strongly
having my
disagree
Neutral
pronunciatio
n errors
corrected
I do not
Strongly
want anyone disagree
Neutral
to correct
my
pronunciatio
n errors

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
disagree

16. Please select how much you would enjoy having the following people correct your
pronunciation errors in a classroom
The teacher Like
Neutral
Dislike
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Peers, the
other
students

Like

Neutral

Dislike

Yourself,
selfcorrection

Like

Neutral

Dislike

Feedback
for 50%
of errors

Feedback
for 100%
of errors

17. Please answer the following question:
What
No
amount of feedback
feedback
do you
prefer?
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APPENDIX B
PRONUNCIATION LESSON EMAIL COLLECTION SURVEY
This study involves participating in an online, one-on-one pronunciation lesson with the
researcher. This pronunciation is private and free to you!
1. Please enter the email address you would like the researcher to email. The researcher will
email you to set up a time for your online pronunciation lesson.
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APPENDIX C
POST-LESSON SURVEY
1. In order to participate in this study and move on to the survey, you must certify that you
meet the following requirements
☐I have thoroughly read the Informed Consent information.
☐I am at least 19 years of age.
☐I feel comfortable answering questions in English.
☐By clicking "next", I certify that I am at least 19 years of age and voluntarily
consent to participate in this study.
2. Please enter your participant code. This is the code the researcher assigned to you in their
initial email. You have used this code to answer the Pre-Lesson Survey as well. For
example, the code could look like Fa21-RS40.

3. Please answer the following questions:
What amount No
of feedback
feedback
do you think
you received
today?
After
experiencing
today's
pronunciation
lesson, what
amount of
feedback
would you
prefer?

No
feedback

Feedback
for 50% of
errors

Feedback
for 100%
of errors

Feedback
for 50%
of errors

Feedback
for 100%
of errors
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4. Please select how much you agree with this statement:
I enjoyed
Strongly
Neutral
the amount disagree
of
feedback
and
correction
I received
today

Strongly
agree

5. What emotions did you experience when receiving feedback from the instructor during
the pronunciation lesson? Please select all that apply
☐None
☐Sad
☐Happy
☐Nervous/anxious
☐Surprised
☐Disgusted
☐Satisfied
☐Other (please specify)
6. Please describe why you selected each of the emotions above
7. Is there anything you would recommend changing about the way the correction was
given in the pronunciation session? If so, please describe your recommendations.
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APPENDIX D
EXTRA CREDIT NAME COLLECTION SURVEY
1. Please enter your first and last name.
2. Please enter your instructors name and course code. For example, Ms. Smith LING102.
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APPENDIX E
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: SAGITTAL DIAGRAMS
1. A sagittal diagram of /æ/ preferably taken from Yoshida (2016), is shown to the
learner.
Teacher- “This is a sagittal diagram showing a side view of the mouth. Here,
we see what the tongue is doing in the space inside the mouth to make this
sound. This is an unrounded sound.”
2. A sagittal diagram of /ɛ/, preferably taken from Yoshida (2016), is shown to the
learner.
Teacher: “This is another sagittal diagram showing what is happening in the
mouth to make /ɛ/. This is also an unrounded sound.”
3. The learner and instructor spend time pronouncing these sounds.
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APPENDIX F
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: SAME OF DIFFERENT MINIMAL PAIR
1. The teacher reads the instructions out loud to the learner
“I will say a pair of words out loud. Listen carefully to the vowel sounds in each
word. After I say the words, I will ask you if they are the same words or different
words. You will respond with the answer of either same or different. After each
pair, I will tell you if you are correct or incorrect. If you are incorrect, I will repeat
the pair of words. You will repeat them after me. If you are correct, we will move
on to the next pair of words.
2. The teacher and learner complete the activity, with the teacher paying attention to avoid
rising or falling intonation on minimal pairs.
a. Pan---pen
b. Said---said
c. Bad---bed
d. Pat---pet
e. Sad---sad
f. Head---had
g. Band-band
h. Jam- gem
i. End- and
j. Beg- beg
k. Dead- dad
l. Flesh- flesh
m. Gas- guess
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APPENDIX G
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: DOES THIS WORD INCLUDE THIS SOUND?
1. The teacher reads the instructions out loud.
“I will say a word and ask, “Does this word include the sound /æ/?” or “Does this
word include the sound /ε/? Then I will say a word. After I say the word, you will
tell respond with an answer of either yes or no based off if you hear the given
sound in the word I say. If you are correct, we will move on. If you are incorrect, I
will repeat the word again slowly and we will work on the pronunciation.
2. The teacher and learner complete the activity.
a. Does this word contain the sound /æ/? →BAD
b. Does this word contain the sound /æ/? →HOW
c. Does this word contain the sound /ε/? →SHED
d. Does this word contain the sound /æ/? →GOES
e. Does this word contain the sound /ε/? →HIGH
f. Does this word contain the sound /æ/? →TRACK
g. Does this word contain the sound /æ/? →CASH
h. Does this word contain the sound /ε/? →SAID
i. Does this word contain the sound /æ/? →TRACK
j. Does this word contain the sound /ε/? →FLEX
k. Does this word contain the sound /ε/? →FED
l. Does this word contain the sound /ε/? →SHUT
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APPENDIX H
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: EXPLANATION OF SPELLING PATTERN
1. The teacher explains the common spelling patterns associated with /æ/
“English spelling can be very tricky, but there are some key spelling patterns that will
let us know that the sound /æ/ or /ε/ will be used. For /æ/, the sound will only be in
the beginning or middle of a word. It will never be at the end of the word.”
2. Teacher presents these on the whiteboard
a. The letter “a” followed by a consonant as in sad, glad, apple, Spanish.
b. The letter “au” is less common as in laugh, laughter
2. The teacher explains the common spelling patterns associated with /æ/
“For /ε/, the sound will only be found at the beginning or middle of a word. It will
never be at the end of the word.”
3. Teacher presents these on the whiteboard
a. The letter “e” before a consonant in a stressed syllable as in let, plenty, attend
b. Letters “ea” before the letter d, is said /ε/ as in ready, dead, dread
c. The letter “e” before “l” is usually /ε/ as in felt, well, sell
4. Teacher introduces the activity.
“For the following activity, there is a list of words that contain /æ/ or /ε/. You will
categorize them according to which sound they have. Please do not say these out
loud! You will use spelling clues to help you. I will ask you, what side should this
word go on? You will respond indicating the /æ/ side or the /ε/ side. If you are
correct, I will ask you why you think that and you will respond with the
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appropriate spelling clue. If you are incorrect, I will redirect us to the spelling
clues we went over.”
5. Teacher and learner complete the activity.

Laugh

effort

rapid

rest

last

every

class

red

bread

meant

map

west

bend

animal

ask

/ε/

/æ/
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APPENDIX I
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: TONGUE TWISTERS
*Teacher note* This portion of the lesson begins the low vs high feedback differentiation. Low
feedback will mean that every other error is corrected. High feedback will mean that every error
is corrected.
1. Teacher reads the directions to learner.
“You and I will be saying English tongue twisters to practice our pronunciation.
Each tongue twister focuses on one vowel. I will put the tongue twister in the
Zoom chat. You will read the first tongue twister out loud and after, tell me which
vowel the tongue twister focuses on.”
a. Can an active actor always actually act accurately?
b. The man with his hammer is a sham.
c. Ten wet hens go to bed.
d. On the red deck sat the wet pets.
e. The sad match actually matters.
f. Edna and Eric were elves with enormous beds.
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APPENDIX J
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: SHORT ANSWER QUESTIONS
*Teacher note* This activity should have the low vs high feedback differentiation. Low feedback
will mean that every other error is corrected. High feedback will mean that every error is
corrected.
1. Teacher reads the instructions out loud to the learner
“Now we will work on answering questions. I will ask you a question, and you will
respond with complete sentences.”
a. Would you rather sleep in bed alone or sleep in bed with a cat?
b. Do you think the man will need to grab a jacket today?
c. Do you have any bread to share with the group of women?
d. Has your mom ever had a head cold?
e. Are you going to send the letter to her again?
f. Will she pass the class if she fails the test?
g. Will she rest after the movie ends?
h. What happened to the animals at the zoo?

80

APPENDIX K
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: READ ALOUD
*Teacher note* This activity should have the low vs high feedback differentiation. Low feedback
will mean that every other error is corrected. High feedback will mean that every error is
corrected.
1. The teacher reads the instructions out loud to the learner.
“I am about to screenshare a short paragraph with you. Please read each sentence
out loud and focus on the pronunciation of the vowel /æ/.”
2. The teacher screenshares the following excerpt.
The Titanic ship was traveling to New York across the Atlantic Ocean in 1912.
This grand and elaborate ship had over 2,200 passengers. It crashed into an
iceberg and sank in about two and a half hours. Telegraph warnings reached the
Titanic too late. After the crash, upper- and lower-class passengers ran around
panicked. Women and children had a chance to cram into small boats at the last
minute, but the captain and other passengers could not abandon the ship.
3. The teacher reads the instructions out loud to the learner.
“Here is another short paragraph that I will screenshare. Please read each sentence
out loud and focus on the pronunciation of the vowel /ɛ/.”
4. The teacher screenshares the following excerpt.
On Wednesday the weather is supposed to be twenty-seven degrees and very
windy. On Thursday the weather will be very cold again, but then on Friday, the
temperature moves up to the seventies. The coming weekend, the weather is
expected to be wet and rainy. There may be many storms. If you see a tornado,
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remember to never try to outrun it. Try to find someplace secure and wait for
help.
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APPENDIX L
PRONUNCIATION LESSON: ROLE PLAY
*Teacher note* This activity should have the low vs high feedback differentiation. Low feedback
will mean that every other error is corrected. High feedback will mean that every error is
corrected.
1. The teacher reads the instructions out loud to the learner.
“You and I will practice and perform a role play. In this role play, you are person
A who is an employee at a company. I am person B, and I am playing the boss of
the company. In this role play, we are trapped in an elevator together. We will
perform the role play through once to practice. After, we will perform it one final
time together.
2. The teacher and the learner read through the role play once.
Person A: Employee at the company → Participant
Person B: Boss at the company → Rachel
Location: Stuck in an elevator in the building in our work building
Person A: Will you press 5 please?
Person B: Sure, no problem.
Person A: Oh no, do you feel that?
Person B: Oh no. I think what happened is the elevator is stuck.
Person A: Try pushing the button that says “open door”
Person B: I’m pushing it. It’s not working. What are we going to do? I’m
claustrophobic!! I get anxiety in small spaces.
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Person A: Someone will rescue us don’t worry. Try breathing techniques to help
with your anxiety.
Person B: But what if everyone is busy? What if no one helps us?
Person A: Okay look, I bet you we will be out of this elevator in 15 minutes. Just
think about after we are out of here.
Person B: I hear something!
Person A: See? We are saved. Everything bad has passed.
Person B: Thank you for helping me through this. Let’s you and I go out to dinner
and discuss a promotion at this company. You’re a great employee.
Person A: Wow, that sounds amazing. All this for getting stuck in an elevator!
3. The teacher and learner read the role play for the last time.
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